If the "Head of a Young Woman" case is considered as a case of international illicit traffic of cultural property, it is feasible to think about its prevention by the authorities of Spain as the painting's State of origin and about its repression by the authorities of Spain, France and Switzerland as States of origin, transit and destination respectively. However, the comparison between this case and other cases involving P. Picasso paintings shows the doubts raised in determining the locus originis of his artwork. When the authors might be qualified as international (or even universal) authors, the idea of belonging of their work to the heritage of a particular State is not clear at all.
2 This appeal being pending for decision, the seizure of the painting in the Corsican port took place, to be sent later to Spain and deposited in the Reina Sofia Museum stores until the case is settled by the court.
2. In general, the "Head of a Young Woman" case raises the question of determining whether it is a case of illegal traffic of a cultural good of the Spanish Cultural Heritage. So it has been considered, at least, by the various administrative, judicial and police authorities involved along its development. All the facts lead us to pay true attention to the various mechanisms to struggle against the phenomenon of illegal international traffic of cultural property: the picture's export demand by Spain to the United Kingdom, its prevention by denying it by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Sport and by our Administrative jurisdiction; the subsequent discovery of the good in the port of Calvi, its repression in the intra-EU dimension through bringing actions before the competent criminal and/or civil jurisdictions. If added to such facts, the export to Switzerland which would have been materialised if not being blocked by the intervention of the Customs in Corsica, its potential repression could be considered as a case of extra-EU illicit traffic, also through the courts.
PREVENTION BY THE AUTHORITIES OF THE STATE OF ORIGIN
3. In its first stage, the "Head of a Young Woman" case is set as an assumption to permit the final export demand of the litigious good. Not having yet been exported, the struggle against its international illicit traffic is a preventive struggle, aimed at preventing its departure from Spain to UK. Being specified in the preceding paragraph the most significant interventions to that effect from the Spanish cultural authorities, it is now appropriate to stand in the analysis of the judgment of the National Court of 20 May 2015; in particular, in their two substantive issues.
4. As a first substantive issue, it was solved, in the fifth legal basis of the decision, the determination of the place where the painting was located when the export demand was requested and denied.
According to the judgment itself and the information disseminated by the press, it was argued by the appellants that the work of art was not located in the Spanish territory because it was constantly to the Spanish administrative rules. As a result, our Administration was competent to declare the good un-exportable.
5. As a second substantive question, it was brought to the National Court to decide on the ownership of the painting. Both the appeal brought before it as the withdrawal previously pronounced by Mr. Fructuoso, were based on the fact that the good was not really his, but the property of Euroshipping Charter Company Inc., to which it was provided one year after its establishment, for which reason it does not appear in writing. Against this, the Court meant in the sixth legal basis of its Judgment that the owner [of the work] was Mr. Fructuoso; mainly because, in the export demand, he appeared as the owner and because the private documentation provided only credited to the Panamanian entity the transfer of the painting and not the property.
However, for the purposes of determining the ownership or not of the painting to the Spanish Heritage, the fact that it belongs to Mr. Fructuoso or to Euroshipping Charter Company Inc. is not so important. It is well known that in cases such as the present one, relating to goods of special importance to the cultural heritage of a State owned by a subject of private law, it exists for the State a property right "second degree" that should prevail over the property right "first degree" or merely civil because they find their foundation in state public interests which prevail over private interests. It is precisely this circumstance which determines that, in accordance with regulation has opted for a more restrictive approach, with a scope limited to special proceeding for return of cultural objects covered by successive EU directives on this subject; but at least for those specific proceedings ensuring that they can be exercised in the courts of the requested Member State not only by the representation of the Government of the requesting Member State (Article 5.1 of Directive 93/7/EEC and Article 6.1 of Directive 2014/60/EU), but also by the dispossessed owner of the good against his will.
(2) Illicit traffic extra-EU Spain-France-Switzerland?
9. According to information released by the press, the painting "Head of a Young Woman" would be exported to Switzerland. This fact leads us to consider the possibility that the introduction of the good in Switzerland had come to take place and the subsequent consideration of the affair as an extra-EU case to analyse the mechanisms for combating this other dimension of international illicit traffic of cultural property. From this perspective, it should provide special attention to the following droit uniforme, 1988 -2/3, pp. 676-677, 679-681 and 681-682. 
